








usual lead role in program implementation. Both the symbolic 

and organizational separation of DOTP's transportation planning 

program is curIOUS. State law requires that Caltrans, the 

California Highway Commission, the State Aeronautics Board, the 

Secretary of Business and Transportation must act in accordance 

with the plan. More importantly, Article XIX of the Constitution 

requires the adoption of a state transportation plan before the 

existing allocation formulas for gas taxes can be modified or 

abolished. 

To those units of the department not involved in the planning 

effort, DOTP's planning program meant very little. The urban 

Districts (07, 04, 11) were in an awkward situation. Although 

they all had loaned staff to the regional planning agencies, the 

entire planning effort was being guided by a philosophy intended 

to t~eaken their ability to represent state government's urban 

transportation concerns. That one of the department's major 

divisions, DOTP, was party to this endeavor seemed incongruous. 

But until the fall of 1975, little concern was exhibited by 

Caltrans officials to the relationship of state transportation 

planning to the ongoing responsibilities of Cal trans. 

It was only when Caltrans' participation in the plan was questioned 

that a statement regarding the relationship of the plan to 

departmental activities was made. Then Director Sid McCausland 

said in a speech: 
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"I am faced with a major problem at the present time. 
I have a Department whose staff exceeds its level of 
program, whose staff is approaching the point where 
we could put all of our money into salaries, and none 
into new services. We have to reshape our program, 
we have to reshape our management direction over the 
next couple of years in order to make this Department 
the leanest, toughest Department in State government 
and the one capable of giving the public the most 
cost-effective service we can. It would be very 
helpful if we could have a State Transportation Plan 
that could serve as a management decision-making tool 
during that time. II

8 

Further in the State Transportation Board minutes, McCausland 

is paraphrased as emphasizing to the board that the Administration 

generally supported the idea that a relationship exists between 

the plan and the management of Cal trans: 

Mr. McCausland stated that the statute requires that 
all actions of the Department be in conformance with 
an adopted California Transportation Plan. He gave 
assurance that the Plan will become the basis for 
subsequent decision-making, once it has been made and 
he emphasized that his understanding with Secretary 
Burns and Assistant Secretary Gianturco was very 
clear on this score. 9 

Nevertheless, McCausland harbored reservations toward the task 

force effort: 

"I don't personally believe that turning the drafting 
of this document over to an interdisciplinary task 
force without specific expertise in California 
transportation problems or your regional agency 
problems is going to produce a document relevant to 
my Department and its management program·"10 

In the Secretary's letter to the board agreeing to a six-month 

redrafting effort, the notion of integrating the planning effort 

into departmental activities was subscribed to. The Secretary 
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"This effort, where feasible, will be integrated 
with short-term program and financial planning by 
Caltrans, so as to place such short-term planning 
in a broader context and to provide immediate 
focus for aspects of the more comprehensive effort."11 

It is important to note that the work program as written by 

Ms. Gianturco, then Secretary of Business and Transportation 

and now director of Caltrans, never addressed the integration 

of the plan into ongoing activities of Cal trans. It was not 

until November 1976, when instructions for preparing the 

1978-79 budget were developed, that any mention of the California 

Transportation Plan and its relationship to Caltrans activities 

appear. Those instructions said: 

(1) Policy Direction from California Transportation Plan 

DOTP (Schaefer) prepare draft policy/program 
direction statement based upon latest draft of 
State Transportation Plan. Schaefer discuss 
draft policy direction statement with five 
Program Managers, C. E. Forbes, R. G. Adams, 
and representatives from Districts 04 and 07 
and obtain their concurrence. Proposed policy/ 
program direction statement submitted to Director 
for approval. 

That, of course, was the ill-fated draft plan of October 1976 

referred to in the instructions. It was the October version 

that attracted so much attention because of its emphasis on user 

pricing, and that led to the downfall of Senate Bill 550. It has 

not been adopted by the board, Highway Commission or any other 

agency of state government. 
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The California Transportation Planning process has been directed 

by a State Transportation Board isolated from the pressures of 

adjudicating competing demands for scarce resources. Except 

for a few months, the Directors of Caltrans, during the planning 

effort, have avoided taking managerial responsibility for the 

endeavor. Unfortunately, this avoidance turned into abdication 

in October 1975 when responsibility for the plan was shifted to 

the Business and Transportation Agency. The failure of the 

State Transportation Board and the three directors of Caltrans 

to commit themselves to the production of the California 

Transportation Plan in a timely fashion has cost Californians 

$68.3 million since 1973 in State and regional transportation 

planning. 

It would be easy to blame the Division of Transportation Planning 

for the inadequacy of the planning process. But DOTP was 

floundering in the absence of strong, continuous leadership by 

Caltrans' directors. This Commission feels the California 

Transportation Plan process would have been on firmer footing if 

the insights of career DOTP employees had been followed, regarding 

inclusion of a facilities element in the draft plan, and if the 

plan had been viewed as a management tool as Mr. McCausland 

had suggested. 

The derailment of the plan occurred when the State Transportation 

Board and the Brown Administration agreed to let the plan slip 

until July 1976. The Legislature must bear some responsibility 
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for permitting this to occur. If it had adopted the goals and 

objectives or if it had removed the requirement for goals, no 

excuse could have been found to postpone submittal of the plan. 

Further, the practical consideration introduced by the constitutional 

requirement that no change in the existing distribution formulas 

for the gas tax revenues can be made until the plan is adopted 

never appeared to be seriously considered. Indeed, the inaction 

by the Legislature may reflect an uncertainty, born by a lack of 

confidence in the planning endeavor, over what actions to take. 

It should be recognized that the Legislature can at any time 

enact legislation which, if the Governor concurs, provide clear 

direction to transportation development, regardless of the plan. 

In light of the above, the following actions are recommended: 

1. As recommended in Chapter 1, the State Transportation Board 

should be abolished and a California Transportation Commission 

should be created to take responsibility for transportation 

planning. 

2. Action should be taken to abolish the requirement that the 

Legislature accept goals and objectives and assign that 

responsibility to the California Transportation Commission. 

If the recommendations of Chapter 1 are followed, the 

Legislature would have representation on the commission and 

need not become engaged in the mechanics of the plan's 

preparation. 
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3. The California Transportation Commission should be required 

to adopt a plan. 

4. That plan should be revised at least every four years, and 

more frequently if determined appropriate by the Commission. 

The plan should be scheduled so that it can take advantage 

of the quadrennial needs study as well as the other periodic 

studies Caltrans is required to do. 

5. The Secretary of Business and Transportation should immediately 

return the responsibility for transportation planning to 

Caltrans. In the absence of legislation to the contrary, 

the department should resume the planning in such a fashion 

as to complement its activities and meet the requirements 

of law. 
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CHAPTER 5: The Search For "Balanced" Transportation 

When the Department of Transportation wa~ created in 1973, 

it was not made from whole cloth. Instead it was formed by 

combining the old Division of Highways with new, s~atutorily 

required divisions of mass transit, transportation planning, 

aeronautics and certain housekeeping units. The department's 

enabling legislation requires that it "encourage and stimulate 

the development of urban mass transportation and interregional 

high-speed transportation where found appropriate as a means 

of carrying out the policy of providing balanced transportation 

In the state." 

This is not an easy policy to pursue. What is "balanced" 

transportation? In the late Sixties and early Seventies, 

balanced transportation was a rehetorical statement that 

referred to an urban transportation program which had a heavier 

emphasis on mass transit than on highway development. It 

presents the department with a considerable problem. If balanced 

transportation is a commitment to the development of a multi­

modal transportation system, how does Caltrans, with 95 percent 

of its budget committed to a·highway program, "encourage and 

stimulate" a balanced transportation system? 

No longer having the advantage of a broa~ consensus supporting 

its endeavors, Caltrans must reconcile s0 .. eextraordinary, 

difficult and conflicting political and technical d~mands as 

it seeks to fulfill state policy. 
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This chapter examInes the Department's efforts at managing 

the guideway transit program, the Senate Bill 283 programs, 

preferential lanes and corridor studies. 

THE GUIDEWAY TRANSIT PROGRAM 

The first change in the ground rules which govern many departmental 

decisions occurred in June 1974, one year after Cal trans , creation. 

At that time, Article XXVI of the State Constitution (recently 

renumbered as Article XIX) was amended to permit revenues raised 

from the gas tax to be used for "research, planning, construction, 

and improvement of exclusive public mass transit guideways 

(and their related fixed facilities) .•. but excluding the 

maintenance and operating costs for mass transit power systems and 

mass transit passenger facilities, vehicles, equipment, and service." 

The Constitution requires local voter approval of any county's 

use of gas tax funds for guideway construction. Both the state 

and local share of the 7 cents gas tax may be used for guideway 

construction. (It is important to emphasize that the funds 

cannot be used for bus acquisition or operating expenses. Many 

concerned with transportation cite this as a major weakness in 

the Constitution.) Seven counties--Alameda, Los Angeles, 

Sacramento, San Diego, San Francisco, San Mateo and Santa Clara--

are eligible to use gas taxes for guideway transit purposes. 

The legislation implementing Article XIX provides an elaborate 

review procedure before the Prop. 5 funds are made available. 
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(By custom, funds for guideway transit are referred to by the 

ballot number of the proposition which amended Article XIX.) 

An applicant is first required to have the proposed project 

reviewed by its regional planning agency. A Los Angeles County 

application must also be reviewed by the Southern California 

Association of Governments. The comments generated by the 

reviews are forwarded to the State Transportation Board. 

The board must find the application in conformance with the 

California Transportation Plan, or in its absence, the regional 

transportation plan for the area from which the application is 

received. If there are two or more applications from the same 

county, the board must establish a priority among the competing 

applications. The application is then submitted to the Highway 

Commission for a decision as to whether it will receive funding. 

The legislation also restricts the maximum amount of funds 

transferred in a county from highway construction to guideway 

transit purposes to 20 percent this year, and 25 percent next 

year and thereafter. 

This process is governed by regulations promulgated by the 

Highway Commission. Considerable controversy has hovered 

around the regulations. When they were first drafted, the 

Commission agreed with Caltrans' proposal that a transit district 

which is awarded funding must first have local governments 

identify highway projects for which funds had been budgeted and 

agree to cancel the projects so that those funds may be transferred 

to the guideway project. 
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Transit projects under these guidelines were not to be considered 

on their merits. Under this policy, a Cal trans district could 

easily avoid the transfer of highway funds by employing a 

budget strategy which limited its capital outlay projects to 

popular new facilities or safety projects in a county from which 

a request for a transfer might arise. This appears to have 

occurred in San Francisco County in 1975 when the only projects 

available for trading were safety projects, resurfacing projects 

and a tunnel relighting project. That decision was unfortunate 

since San Francisco has an extensive streetcar system which has 

been undergoing renovation. Many aspects of the renovation 

program are eligible for funding. To receive an allocation 

for that year, San Francisco chose to forego the relighting 

project. 

Politically, the commission's policy did not serve to reconcile 

the traditional modal conflicts found in transportation; rather, 

it exacerbated them. At the suggestion of Caltrans, the 

regulations were modified in October 1976. They establish a 

process intended to contain and resolve potential conflict 

by putting anticipated guideway projects into the annual 

planning and programming of funds in the same manner as used 

for highway projects. A transit district seeking Prop. 5 funds 

must claim them by April of the fiscal year for which the funds 

are programmed. If the funds remain unclaimed after April, they 

are used to fund highway projects that have been prepared for 

construction in the succeeding fiscal year. Projects which 
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would be substituted for unwanted guideway funds are not 

necessarily in the same county as the guideway project, but 

for all practical purposes the projects will undoubtedly be in 

the same Caltrans district. 

The Highway Commission was reluctant to adopt the proposed 

policy since it further weakened the commission's belief that 

funding guideway transit projects with a users tax--the gas tax--

is inappropriate. Moreover, several commissioners believe that 

they, as highway commissioners, had an obligation to advocate 

the interest of the highway user. The commission's attitude 

is best exemplified by the following dialogue between two 

commissioners regarding Prop. 5 funds at an August 1976 meeting 

of the commission in Eureka: 

Commissioner Vetter: My comment would be, we 
know we can build highways, we know projects 
are there, so in my opinion, we should say we 
can and we will build these, period. 

Commissioner Sinnott: After all we are a Highway 
Commission and I think we should look at it 
(Proposition 5) as a Highway Commission from 
that standpoint. 

To date, $5.9 million has been allocated for guideway transit. 

The specific breakdown is included in the following chart: 
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GUIDEWAY FUNDING 
1975-76 1976-77 

Applicant 
Amount 

Allocated 

San Francisco County: 
San Francisco 
Municipal Railway 526,975 

Los Angeles County: 
Southern California 
Rapid Transit Dist. 552,000 

Community Redevelop-
ment Agency 318,800 

Los Angeles Inter-
national Airport 460,000 

San Diego County: 
San Diego Metro- 4,059,000 
politan Transit 
Development Board* 

TOTAL $5,923,800 

Amount 
Transferred 
to Applicant 

-0-

357,113 

-0-

-0-

-0-

Amount Reserved 
for Potential 
Guideway Use in 
1977-78 Budget 

1,005,000 

4,093,000 

3,992,000 

124,000 

Amount 
Allocated 
in 1977-78 
Budget 

4,772,000 

*The San Diego MTDB is required by statute to receive Prop. 5 funds. 
Source: Cal trans 

Although Caltrans successfully sought liberalization on the Prop. 5 

process, it has been less than enthusiastic about committing 

itself to a guideway transit program. 

For example, in October 1976, Caltrans proposed a $1.9 billion 

transportation improvement program for Los Angeles. The program 

has four elements: transportation systems management (TSM), 

bus-on-freeway, a Wilshire Corridor rapid transit guideway, and 

a downtown people mover. The total cost of the first two elements--
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TSH and bus-on-freeway--is $978 million. To obtain the federal 

government's contribution of $825.5 for these two elements, it 

is necessary for a non-federal contribution of $152.4 million. 

In determining who pays how much of the non-federal contribution, 

Caltrans is asking local government to contribute 29.4 percent 

($44 million) while Caltrans will provide 70.6 percent ($107.6 

million). 

The funding for the third element, the Wilshire Corridor proposal, 

was treated quite differently. It has an estimated total capital 

cost of $739 million, with the federal government contributing 

$591.2 million and non-federal sources contributing $147.8 million. 

Instead of applying the same ratio (70-30) for sharing the non­

federal contribution between the state and local government, 

Caltrans is proposing that the state and local governments split 

the non-federal share 50-50. 

The only apparent rationale for requiring local governments to 

contribute 50 percent on the guideway proposal and 30 percent 

on the highway elements is a weak commitment in Caltrans to 

guideway transit. 

The fourth element, the downtown people mover, 1S estimated to 

cost $160 million, with the federal government contributing 

$128 million, the City of Los Angeles $32 million and Caltrans 

providing none. 
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Caltrans' ambivalence toward funding guideway transit can easily 

evolve--perhaps unintentionally--into an institutional bias. 

This is evident in the instructions for the work plan currently 

being developed. In planning for guideway transfers between 

the years of 1977-78 and 1982-83 the instruction reads: 

"Necessary staffing is to be scheduled and project 
development is to proceed on all projects identified 
for the alternative use of Proposition 5 funds, 
except in those instances in which local requests 
for Prop. 5 funds have received CHC approval. Prop. 5 
projects are to be clearly identified on the Project 
Detail form by the addition of the words "PROP. 5 PROJECT" 
on the bottom line of the project description immediately 
following the program identification."l 

This instruction underscores the belief that guideway projects 

should not be considered on their transportation merits, but as 

a lost highway project. 

SENATE BILL 283 

Senate Bill 283 (Chapter 1130, 1975) is perhaps the most explicit 

legislative direction for Cal trans to carry out its broad 

transportation mandate. The Legislature appropriated $18.9 

million for several transportation programs. The more important 

purposes include $3 million to the department to contract with 

Amtrak to provide intercity passenger service; $2 million to fund 

demonstration programs that will improve transit district 

management and bus services; $4 million for the construction of 

two urban bikeways, one each in Northern and Southern California; 

and $750,000 for the construction of a platform crossing between 

the Richmond Amtrak Station and the adjacent BART station. The 
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Amtrak program was administered centrally by the Division of 

Mass Transit while the remaining programs were assigned to the 

Caltrans districts. 

The management of these appropriations give insight into Cal trans , 

uncertain commitment to a multimodal transportation program. 

The first difficulty was to secure adequate manpower to carry 

out the program. Since 6B283 became law in January 1976, six 

months into the fiscal year, the Division of Mass Transit sought 

six positions and four man-years to expedite implementation of 

the law. After procrastination and indecisiveness, first on 

the part of Financial Management and later the Department of 

Finance, the positions were approved in concept, but it was too 

late in the fiscal year to implement them. Although an 

adjustment was made to fiscal 1976-77 to meet the demands 

imposed by the law, that did not resolve the question of which 

level of priority the program should have. Since the district 

offices are organized functionally and not by mode, the Division 

of Mass Transit is frequently uncertain on where district 

respon.sibility rests for carrying out projects. This made it 

very difficult for DMT to monitor efficiently the work in the 

Districts. The diffusion of responsibility for mass transit 

projects in the districts is another manifestation of a lack of 

organizational commitment to transit projects. 

A further example 1S the development of applications for the 

demonstration bus program when assigned to the districts. 
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Rather than agressively identify desirable demonstration projects, 

the districts waited for transit districts to submit proposals. 

This resulted in funding requests for conventional transit 

improvement projects. Of the $916,000 in awarded projects, none 

addressed such recognized transit management deficiencies as 

maintenance management and inventory control. 

Senate Bill 283 also provided $3 million for subsidizing intercity 

rail service and $112,500 for two rail studies ln Santa Clara 

County. There was considerable uncertainty as to where the 

assignment of this responsibility should be. The subsidy 

program, which involves contracts with Amtrak, was managed 

through the central office. The studies were assigned to the 

district offices but both were sufficiently inadequate that 

they are being redone in Sacramento. The reason for this is a 

lack of district staff with knowledge about the operational and 

institutional aspect of rail development. Another piece of 

legislation enacted in 1976, Senate Bill 1879, sets aside 

$3.3 million for added intercity rail passenger service in the 

Los Angeles-San Diego Corridor and in the Sacramento-San Francisco 

Corridor. The bill also provides for some minor capital outlay 

(i.e., fencing and signal recircuiting) intended to reduce 

travel time, especially in the Southern California Corridor. 

This will increase the involvement of the Cal trans districts in 

rail service. It will undoubtedly require more committed 

management if the program is to overcome the difficulties 

encountered by S8 283 program. 
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PREFERENTIAL LANES 

Another dimension of urban transportation being pursued by 

Caltrans is the development of preferential lanes. It is a 

transportation concept wherein an existing lane of a city street, 

a highway lane, or an improved shoulder is reserved for the 

exclusive use of buses and carpools. A preferential lane is 

intended to increase the people-carrying capacity of a freeway. 

It is essentially a strategy designed to obtain more efficiency 

from an existing facility, without incurring the enormous 

capital cost of adding a new lane. The concept has been used 

successfully in many areas of California with one notable 

exception, the Santa Monica Freeway "Diamond Lane." The more 

prominent and more successful of California's preferential lanes 

is found in the Golden Gate Corridor on Highway 101 from the 

Golden Gate Bridge to San Rafael. It consists of a contra-flow 

lane of 3.9 miles in length. The contra-flow lane was designed 

to operate during the evening peak commute period for traffic 

leaving San Francisco. The additional outbound capacity was 

provided by redesigning two of the inbound lanes for exclusive 

use of buses during a period when inbound traffic is slack. 

At the end of the contra-flow lane the buses return to the 

concurrent flow lane also operates in the inbound direction in 

the morning. Both concurrent flow lanes are available to carpools. 

During heaviest part of the period, the bus service operates at 

36 second frequencies and provides 4,500 seats per hour. Over 

90 percent of the seats are occupied. 
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Other preferential lanes are associated with the toll plaza 

operations of three bridges spanning San Francisco Bay. 

Carpools and buses approaching the Bay Bridge Toll Plaza 

entering San Francisco have access to three preferential lanes 

for the final 1,100 feet approaching the Plaza on weekdays 

between 6:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. This preferential lane 

significantly reduces the travel time across the bridge for 

eligible vehicles by allowing them to bypass the stop-and-go 

traffic that jams up behind the toll plaza. Toll-free preferential 

lanes for buses and carpools with three or more persons are also 

open during the morning and evening peak periods Monday through 

Friday on the San Mateo-Hayward and Dumbarton Bridges. During 

these periods of the day, those eligible to use the preferential 

lanes avoid the congestion and associated delay experienced in 

the other traffic lanes on the bridges. 

A concurrent flow preferential lane for buses and carpools has been 

operating on a two mile segment of southbound Route 280 in 

San Francisco for over a year. One lane, once available to 

general traffic, is now used exclusively by high-occupancy 

vehicles 24 hours a day and provides a slight time savings for 

eligible users. Congestion in the remaining freeway lanes has 

increased but is generally tolerable. 

On portions of four city streets in San Francisco, transit 

vehicles receive preferential treatment either in concurrent 

flow preferential lanes or in exclusive rights-of-way. 
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Preferential treatment projects have also been implemented on 

streets and freeways in Southern California. 

The San Bernardino Freeway Express Busway is an exclusive facility 

constructed adjacent to Route 10, extending the eleven miles 

between El 110nte and the Los Angeles central business district. 

The busway IS physically separated from general traffic by ten 

feet of paved shoulder. Initially intended for the use of buses 

only, the facility has been recently opened to carpools of three 

or more. 

In downtown Los Angeles, a 1.2 mile segment of Spring Street, a 

one-way street has one lane in the reverse direction reserved 

for Southern California Rapid Transit District (SCRTD) buses. 

This contra-flow lane was opened in conjunction with the El Monte 

Busway and has enhanced the service provided by SCRTD by depositing 

passengers closer to their destinations while avoiding circuitous 

routings. The contra-flow lane is heavily used by up to 160 

buses an hour during the peak periods. 

In San Diego, a one-mile concurrent flow exclusive bus lane 

operates on Route 163 during the evening commute period to help 

alleviate the traffic congestion emanating from the Central Business 

District. This exclusive bus facility operates in the right-hand 

parking lane of an arterial (Eleventh Avenue) continuing in the 

right shoulder of the freeway. 
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Santa Monica Freeway Diamond Lane 

The Santa Monica Diamond Lane stands in contrast to the other 

preferential lanes as it entailed removing from general service 

the fast lane in each direction on the busiest urban freeway in 

the state and had considerable impact on the surface streets ln 

the adjacent communities. 

Planning for the Santa Monica Diamond Lane (the Diamond is the 

customary symbol for a preferential lane) began in late 1973. 

It was put into operation on March 15, 1976 and was terminated 

by court action 21 weeks later. The origin of the Santa Monica 

Diamond Lane lies in the demands of the federal Environmental 

Protection Agency (EPA) that Los Angeles reduce vehicle miles 

traveled as one step in the area's effort to meet federal air 

quality standards. In the wake of 1973-74 oil embarge, it was 

believed that the Diamond Lane should demonstrate how the 

existing freeway system could be used to move people in both an 

energy efficient and timely fashion. 

The Santa Monica Freeway was selected because it could be implemented 

quickly as a demonstration of Los Angeles' "good faith" effort to 

comply with the EPA requirements. Because it required no construction 

of additional capacity, the project could be implemented at a 

minimal cost. Caltrans also felt that the excess capacity on the 

parallel arterial streets could easily handle the anticipated 

diversion of traffic. In addition, previous experiments had been 

successful in the corridor. The Santa Monica Freeway had been 
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operating with experimental ramp meters and electronic overhead 

signs to help control traffic flow. As an experimental freeway 

demonstrating the use of traffic management techniques, Caltrans 

felt that freeway users would be more receptive to changes here 

than elsewhere. 

It is interesting that the Santa Monica Freeway was selected to 

be the initial project in Cal trans , preferential treatment 

program. A number of professionals in Caltrans and local 

transportation agencies had serious reservations about using 

that freeway for a demonstration program of this magnitude, and 

there were good reasons for their reluctance. A study identifying 

potential opportunities for preferential lanes in Los Angeles­

Orange Counties commissioned by the Southern California Rapid 

Transit District at the request of the State Senate selected 

18 segments of freeways and arterials wher~ preferential lanes 

could be implemented. (See table 4, page 112) A preferential 

treatment on the Santa Monica Freeway which reserved existing 

lanes for high-occupancy vehicles appeared to be the least 

desirable candidate for three reasons. First, it was predicted 

that total travel time in the corridor would actually increase 

because the time savings accruing to those using the preferential 

lane was insufficient to offset the additional time required by 

those using the non-preferential lanes. Secondly, the study 

estimated that the number of people using the preferential 

lane would decrease. This is, of course, inconsistent with the 
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Table 4 

PRF.FCRFoNTIAL TRf:1lTtU:NT EVAJ.UATION SUMMARY 

PCAK HOUR PEAK HOlTR 

1. SAIl rmllMlDO VALLEY 
San Die~o f"',y. 
Sdn Diego l'wy. 

11011 ywood rwy • 
11011 }'Wuud t ... 1'. 
Vcn t IIf" t'l.1'. 
La Brc" Ave. 

2. SAN CIIIJRIEL VALLf.:Y 
San IlCrJ',~rd ina 
Pi>sadcn" I""'y. 
North Broadway 

3. WES1' 1.. JI. -SANTA 
MONICA REGIOH 

Normal Flow 
Norm,.l Flow in 
Shoul<l"I' l.ane 
NOrln;,l Flow 
Contra-Flow 
Norma) Flow 
Reversible 
Lanes 

Norm"l Flow 
Contra"Flow 
Reversible 
Lanes 

15,710 

,710 
26.240 
26,240 
3.990 

NIA 

13.630 
4.600 

filA 

Santa Honic? F'wy. Norn ... I Flow 
Santi> Hc.nica F ... ,y. Nore"" 1 F low in 

Shoulder Lane 

11,580 

11,SSO 

NIA Wilshire. Blvd. 

Pjco Blvd. 

4. SOlTTH BAY I:E:GION 
LonSj £leach F'wy. 
Long Beach F'wy, 

Harbor hry. 
H.l,bor f',ry. 
5an Diego l'wy. 
San fliE'go t ... y. 

'flow(>( Street 

Contra-Flow 

Reverl'ib1c 
Lane5 

Normal Plow 
Non"" I Flow in 
Should"r Lane 
Normal Flow 
C,mtra-Flow 
No.)rmaJ. Flow 
", ... rmal f'low in 
.!:hou1der Lane 
Ro.!versible 
Lanes 

N/A 

37,400 

37 ,400 
15.360 
15,3GO 
40,800 

40,800 

N/A 

5. ORANGE COliNTY REG!ON 
Sant .. An" F'wy. 
Artc!> i a r ..... y. 
"rlesla I "y. 

San Di.'g., F\o1'. 
Sail Dic~ l'loy. 

WhittieI' Blvd. 

Normal Flow 35,440 
Normal Flow 20,490 
Normal Flow in 
Should"f Lane 20.490 

Nurma1 Flow 16,700 
Norm" I F 1010' In 
Should~[ Lane 16,700 
Reversible 
Lanell N/A 

14,800 

42,690 
24,B20 
26,BSO 
-4,070 

1,800* 

24,830 
20,790 

2.500* 

- 7,720 

25,590 

30;000· 

3,200* 

25,350 

80.440 
12,380 
12,160 
13.440 

73,7BO 

4,600 

85,330 
6.120 

11.990 

17,670 

52,520 

• 5,600* 

• Pe{~oo Mlnuto Reducl~on For Tr40sit Passengers Only • 

'!lAK-HOUR 
INCR~:ASE IN 
PEilSON-TRII' 
UTIl.I :!l,TION 
Of' 'l'm; 

BOO 

800 
2.490 
N/JI 

-80 

590 

1.570 
N/A 

850 

-860 

-860 
1,280 

1,020 

1.900 

1,900 
340 

N/A 
340 

1,560 

2,470 

340 
120 

120 

50 

~O 

165 
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ESTIW\'l'ED 

CAPITI\L 

3<:0,000 

3.010.000 
460.000 

1,800,000 
290,000 

325,000 

992.200 
590,000' 

165,000 

330,000 

2,045,000 

1,192,000 

620,000 

409,000 

3,204.000 
400,000 
469,000 
98B,OOO 

7,721,000 

390.000 

949.000 
625,000 

1.350,001) 

546.000 

4,267.000 

435,000 

68,000 

530,000 
B1,000 

1.040,000 
86,000 

ACCInEN1' l'OTEllTT ~ 

Minor Increase 

No Chilllge 
Minor Increase 
MinaI' Increase 
Major Incrcasfl 

57,000 Minor De~rease 

113,000 Minor Increase 
710,000 Minor Increase 

.25,000 Minor Increase 

92,000 

376,000 

144,000 

M;,jor Increase 

Minor Decrease 

No Chang" 

75.000 Minol' Peereasc 

100,000 

562,000 
99,000 

2,092,000 
172,000 

1,285,000 

Minor Increalle 

Minor Decr.::ase 
Major Increase 

Kajar Increase 
No Change 

Minor Decrease 

56.000 Minor Decrease 

157,000 
115,000 

310,000 

109,000 

818,000 

Major Increase 
Major Increase 

Minor Decrease 

No Chilnge 

Minor Dccrcasl.! 

65,000 Minor Incr~aso 



purpose of preferential lanes. Thirdly, the study predicted 

a "major increase" in accident potential. 

Experience with the Santa Monica Diamond Lane certainly bore 

out the last prediction; accidents did increase to an intolerable 

level. A valid comparison to the data collected on the Diamond 

Lane and the first two predictions cannot be made because the 

parameters were different. For example, the Caltrans study 

showed reduced travel time because it estimated the time of a 

trip from origin to destination while Caltrans estimated it 

from on-ramp to off-ramp. Although the claims for the Diamond 

Lane's success appear impressive--269 percent increase in carpools, 

16.9 percent of travelers using buses and 3 percent more persons 

in 7 percent fewer cars--the absolute numbers involved are small. 

In the final analysis, the Santa Monica Diamond Lane failed 

because of poor professional judgement and an insensitivity to the 

limits that the public will allow itself to be party to an experiment. 

San Diego Freeway Diamond Lane 

The public reaction to the Santa Monica Freeway Diamond Lane Project 

has endangered the future of other preferential lane projects in 

Los Angeles. In September 1976 construction of the northbound 

lane of the San Diego Freeway Diamond Lane was completed, the 

appropriate environmental clearances had been obtained, and 

Caltrans barricaded the lane, pending input from the Los Angeles 
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public. Three advisory committees to Caltrans unanimously 

recommended that the lane be opened immediately to all traffic-­

at least until the companion southbound lane had been constructed. 

To do so, Caltrans would be in violation of environmental quality 

laws because environmental clearances had been obtained for a 

bus/carpool only lane, not a lane that would be available to 

all traffic. The lane remained barricaded and the controversy 

heightened as Caltrans continued to work toward opening the lane 

"as soon as possible." On Monday, January 31, 1977, the Governor, 

by executive order, opened the northbound San Diego Freeway 

preferential lane to all traffic. 

INTRA-REGIONAL CORRIDOR STUDIES 

Corridor studies refer to the examination of transportation needs 

between two areas. Several such studies have been undertaken 

when consideration was given to deleting highway routes, either 

because of the cost-revenue squeeze or local opposition to the 

proposed freeway. The studies are intended to identify 

alternative highway designs or transportation modes for the 

corridor. 

Currently, Caltrans is involved in 14 intra-regional corridor 

studies. The studies are addressing the feasibility of 

alternative transportation development strategies for the 

corridors. 
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Seven of the studies involve corridors where the department has 

purchased $54.4 million of right-of-way. Six of the remaining 

studies involve corridors where Caltrans has not purchased any 

land but had once planned to build a facility. One of the studies, 

the Highway 101 corridor in Marin County, involves examining 

alternative transportation use for an extensive amount of railroad 

right of way that Northwestern Pacific Railroad is seeking 

permission to abandon. Some of the studies are examining transit 

alternatives. For example, I-80 Bypass in Sacramento could yield 

a request of the federal government to transfer the interstate 

funds now planned for constructing the bypass for general funds, 

in order to construct a busway. In Santa Clara County, considerable 

interest exists in possible using the West Valley corridor for 

which an eight-lane freeway had been planned as a corridor for a 

light rail transit facility. The State has purchased $8.2 million 

of right-of-way to date and the county is proposing that it use 

some of its Federal Aid to Urban Systems funds to purchase 

additional property in the right-of-way. Other corridor studies, 

such as the study evaluating the Eureka Freeway, are intended to 

assess alternative highway strategies to meet travel demands. 

Although Caltrans 1S not statutorily required to participate in 

a corridor study, the department's investment of several million 

dollars in state funds in a given corridor implies that the 

corridor must have been of statewide significance. As discussed 

earlier, the amendments to Article XIX clearly provide that gas 
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tax funds can be put to multimodal purposes. Moreover, the 

statute governing the use of Transportation Planning and Research 

Funds states the following: 

All moneys in the Transportation Planning and Research 
Account and all moneys hereafter transferred or 
deposited in such account from any source, shall be 
available, when appropriated by the Legislature, for 
allocation ... for transportation planning and 
research purposes, including but not limited to, 
the fOllowing: 

(a) Statewide transportation system planning. 
(b) Matching funds for regional transportation 

system planning. 
(c) Transportation research projects of statewide 

interest. 
(d) Matching funds for regional transportation 

research projects. 
(e) Matching funds to obtain other funds for 

the above purposes. 2 

Corridor studies are particularly useful in assessing Caltrans' 

commitment to multimodal transportation development because their 

purpose--especially in the urban counties--is to assess the 

feasibility of alternative modes. Clearly this is in keeping 

with the legislature's intent regarding Caltrans' role. To shed 

light on this issue, this Commission evaluated a corridor study 

in northeast Sacramento County. There, a grass-roots movement 

succeeded in abolishing three proposed highway facilities and 

erasing planning and designing efforts dating back to the early 

Fifties. Up to 1975, $11.6 million had been invested in purchasing 

right-of-way. However, in 1975 a Sacramento legislator carried 

a measure deleting the routes from the freeway and expressway 
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system and requiring a corridor study by Sacramento County and 

the regional planning agency, the Sacramento Regional Area 

Planning Council. The Legislature required Caltrans to cooperate 

to the extent of providing data. 

In a February 1975 memorandum to the Highway Commission, Caltrans 

identified two conditions governing its participation in the 

study: 

That the transportation corridor study costs be borne 
by the County or others with Cal trans participation 
limited to furnishing of available data. 

That if ... not met, the Highway Commission may proceed 
with unadoption and disposal of acquired properties. 3 

This message was conveyed to Sacramento County and SRAPC. Beyond 

the failure to take into account the department's broad statutory 

role, Cal trans acted contrary to a March 1973 memorandum to the 

Highway Commission in which the department took a broader position 

on the scope of corridor studies. At the time, during which the 

Highway Commission and the department were developing a program 

for recycling and recinding freeway routes, the department advised 

the Commission that "because of the State's continuing responsibility 

to share in meeting the transportation needs in the northeast 

corridor a third option--that of further cooperative studies--may 

be desirable to evaluate nonfreeway alternatives to the existing 

facility or on the adopted line." Furthermore, one of the factors 

adopted by the Highway Commission, on the recommendation of the 

department, in assessing what actions to take in the freeway route 

adoption review was: 
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Could an interim or alternative non-freeway improvement 
to the existing facility or on the adopted line 
provide a satisfactory level of traffic service for 
the reasonable future: Would any or all of the rights 
of way acquired to date be utilized in 9uch a project?4 

Clearly, in its own discussions with the Highway Commission two 

years before the Sacramento County deletion legislation, the 

department had acknowledged that it had a role in corridor studies. 

This 1973 statement was consistent with transportation efforts 

which had been underway in California since the early 1970's and 

In which the department had participated. Finally, it is difficult 

to understand how a transportation department can argue un involvement 

when it had a Division of Transportation Planning and a Division 

of Mass Transportation. Yet Caltrans acted contrary to its own 

policies in the Sacramento case. 

On January 22, 1976, Sid McCausland, Director of Transportation, 

issued a policy and procedure memorandum on transportation 

corridor studies. The memorandum recognizes that: 

With the passage of AB 69 and the creation of the 
Department of Transportation, a multimodal role in 
transportation planning was defined. 

The Department now has responsibility for planning 
and assisting in the planning of mass transportation, 
highways, aviation, railroad and other transportation 
facilities and services in support of statewide and 
regional goals. 

The memorandum continues by defining the department's role in 

intraregional transportation corridor studies: 
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The Department's involvement in ... intraregional 
transportation corridor studies is contingent upon 
a formal request for the Department's participation 

and upon the following conditions: 

1. The identified transportation corridor is consistent 
with State, regional and local transportation goals 
and objectives. 

2. There is a demonstrated need and priority for an 
intraregional transportation corridor study in 
the identified corridor at this time. 

3. The potential (financial, environmental and political) 
exists for implementation of study recommendations 
within a reasonable period of time. 

4. Funds and manpower are available for the conduct of 
the study. 

5. ~he Regional Transportation Planning Agency and the 
affected local agencies are willing to participate 
both physically and financially on an equitable 
basis· S 

Unfortunately, this memorandum was written approximately one year 

after the February 3, 1975, memorandum. Now, two years later, 

senior personnel in Caltrans still maintain the department has 

no clear mandate to investigate the possible use of mass transit 

in place of a highway. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The extent to which Caltrans has met the statutory policy that 

it "encourage and stimulate balance" transportation has been 

mixed at best. Among the factors contributing to this situation 

are an inadequate institutional framework; rapid turnover in the 

director's position; a cadre of career employees professionally 
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ambivalent toward mass transportation and no significant level 

of state funding for transit. 

Several institutional weaknesses serve to limit Caltran's 

response to its statutory mandate. Foremost among these is a 

Highway Commission that continues to view itself as an advocate 

for highway construction. The commission has failed to acknowledge 

that the Constitution, since 1974, has permitted gas taxes to be 

used to fund guideway transit development. To the career 

Caltrans staff, t~e statements and policies of the commission 

represent the greatest source of continuity in policy because 

of the short tenure of recent directors. Consequently, the 

commission's attitude that funding a guideway construction with 

gas taxes represents a lost highway project, and not the 

alleviation of an unmet transportation need, constitutes a 

directive to Caltrans' rank-and-file. 

Another institutional weakness is the statute creating Cal trans. 

It requires the department to be multimodal, but limits its 

activities primarily to building, maintaining and operating the 

state highway system--responsibilities not unlike its predecessor, 

the Division of Highways. There is no reward to the department 

for being multimodal. This is especially true with guideway 

transit. Since Cal trans is not authorized to construct and 

operate guideway facilities, the diversion of gas tax funds serves 

to improve the fiscal well-being and stature of another agency at 

the expense of Cal trans. Several new responsibilities could be 
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assigned to Cal trans. For example, constructing guideway transit 

facilities in freeway medians or in corridors where a freeway is 

viewed as unacceptable; constructing park-and-ride facilities; 

contracting with railroads to provide commuter rail service; 

providing access to Prop. 5 funds to pay for eligible guideway 

expenditures; managing the State's transit subsidy program to 

local governments; and actively working with local governments 

to conduct industrial development planning for areas adjacent 

to freeway interchanges. 

Modifying the institutional framework so that Cal trans responsibilities 

are commensurate with its charge to be multimodal would serve to 

remove the unenthusiastic reception multimodal transportation 

development recieves in the department. However, the internal 

management of the department is so inadequate, as evidenced by 

its reluctance to aggressively manage the implementation of 

Prop. 5, SB283 and the Santa Monica Diamond Lane fiasco, that 

it is unadvisable to enlarge the responsibilities of Cal trans. 
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